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SUMMARY 

RetaU prices and gaps have stabilized following the April manufacturer list price increases. 

Money-off incidence has increased slightly on major RJR franchises. RJR's activity 

coincides with the first paitial week of implementation of PM's ’'Premium Brand Summer 

Special" (PBSS) program. 

• Money-off incidence increased on ex-h of the major Other Pmmium Brands between +3 
(Parliament) and h- 8 (Merit) points. 

• RJR increased money-off promotional support on Camel, Winston, Salem and Etoral 
this week (from -t-1 to -t-2 points each). 

• Marlboro's price disadvantage with Camel and Winston increased versus week-ago 
wliile its disadvantage with Newport decreased. 

• Basic's price disadvantage with the Lowest Discount brand increased -i-3 points to 12 % 
of c-stores, corresponding with an increase in Doral money-off xrtivity. 


PRICES AND GAPS 

• In c-stores, Marlboro and the Lowest Discount brand average net pack prices 
remained relatively stable this week at $2.00 and $1.41, respectively. The resulting 
price gap was 590 or 42%. 







Chq. vs. WAGO 

4WK VS. 4WAGO 


MARL 

LOWEST 

DISC 

$ GAP 

% GAP 

SGAP 

% GAP 

$ GAP 

% GAP 

NTNL 

$2.00 

$1.41 

$0,59 

41.8% 

-$0,01 

-0.8% 

$0.01 

0.5% 

ni 

$2.16 

$1.61 

$0.55 

34.2% 

$0.00 

0.2% 

$0.00 

-0.2% 

R2 

$1.84 

$1.22 

$0.62 

50,8% 

-$0.01 

-1.3% 

$0.02 

1.2% 

R3 

$1.97 

$1.38 

$0.59 

42.8% 

$0.00 

0.0% 

$0.01 

0.5% 

R4 

$1.98 

$1.40 

$0.58 

41.4% 

-$0.01 

-1.0% 

$0.00 

-0.6% 

R5 

$2.17 

$1.52 

$0.65 

42.8% 

$0.03 

2.5% 

$0.02 

1 .3% 


MARLBORO'S PRICE ADVANTAGE / DISADVANTAGE 

• Marlboro's price disadvantage with Camel and Winston increased tliis week as 
Camel and Winston raised their money-off incidence. However, coiresponding with 
decreased money-off incidence on Newport, Marlboro’s price disadvantage with this 
brand was down -1 point to 21% (its lowest level since 4/20/96). 

• The percent of c-stores where Marlboro was at a price advantage versus its major i\j 

competitive premium brands decreased slightly this week to 1 1 %. ^ 




Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/lrcy0004 
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MARLBORO*S PRICE ADVANTAGE / DISADVANTAGE CONT. 


% STORES WITH AN ADVA^^■AGE/DISADVA^rTAGE 



Advantage 

AvgSAdv’ 

Disadvantage 

Avg$Dis‘ 

Maflb<?rfi-yg Any.*" 

11% 

($0.21) 

46% 

$0.30 

Chg vs Last 

-1% 

($0.00) 

0% 

$0.01 

4WK vs 4WAGO 

-3% 

$0.01 

-1 % 

($0.00) 

Marlboro vs Came) 

7% 

($0.22) 

27% 

$0.31 

Chg vs Last 

-1% 

($0.01) 

2% 

$0.01 

4WK vs 4WAGO 

-3% 

$0.01 

-3% 

$0.00 

Marlborp_vs Winston 

7% 

($0.20) 

27% 

$0.34 

Chg vs Last 

-1 % 

$0.00 

1 % 

$0.01 

4WK vs 4WAGO 

-3% 

$0.01 

0% 

($0.01) 

Marlbormjys Ne.WPo.rJ 

9% 

($0.21) 

21% 

$0.27 

Chg vs Last 

0% 

$0.01 

-1 % 

$0.00 

4WK vs 4WAGO 

-3% 

$0.01 

1% 

($0.00) 


‘Any (Advantage)/Disadvantag 0 > 10d 
“Any=Camel Winston or Newport 


BASIC'S PRICE DISADVANTAGE 

• Corresponding with an inciease in Doral and RJR PL money-off promotional support 
(in stores were Basic and the competitive brands ai'e in distiibution), incidence of 
Basic's price disadvantage (>10d) with the Lowest Discount brand increased +3 points 
this week to 72% of c-stores. 



% STRS 

> 100 

CHG VS 

LAST 

4WK VS 

4WAGO 

AVGPRC CHG VS 

DIFF LAST 

4WKVS 

4WAGO 

BASIC vs. LOWEST DISC 

71.7% 

2.5% 

1.7% 

$0.33 

-$0.01 

$0.01 

BASIC vs. GPC 

51.6% 

-1.5% 

1.3% 

$0.22 

-$0.01 

$0.00 

BASIC vs. RJR PL 

88.6% 

1.3% 

4.4% 

$0.38 

-$0.01 

$0.02 

BASIC VS. DORAL 

43.9% 

1.6% 

4.3% 

$0,26 

-$0.01 

$0.01 


SUMMER SPECIALS 

• Partial implementation of tlie OPB portion of tire Summer Special money-off promotion 
(200-off per pack) was evident this week with money-off incidence increasing on each 
of the major Other Premium Brands. 

- Benson & Hedges and V. Slims money-off was up -f-7 points each to 15% and 
17% of c-stores, respectively. 

- Merit raoney-off was up -i-8 points to 18% of c-stores. 

- Pai'liaraent money-off was up +3 points to 7% of c-stores. 


OPB MONEY'CFF INCIDENCE 
C-fiTORES 



Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/lrcy0004 
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EMERGING TRENDS 


• RJR increased money-off promotional support on most of its major premium and 
discount brands this week. Camel (+1) increased its 350-off promotions while 
Winston (-f-1), Doral (-i-2) and Salem (-i-2) increased money-off incidence primarily with 
200-off deals. 

- Salem money-off promotional support increased -i-8 points since w/c 1/6/96 to 18% 
of c-stores (its highest level YTD). 


CAMEL htONEY-OfF 

C4TQF£ft 


WINSTON MONEY-OFF 
C'STORES 




DORAL M<^Y-0FF 


*6K 


% t.-KjJanc« 


3S« 


SALEM MONEY-OFF 

C-STORES 




• During the latest week, c-stores with Salem money-off promotions were 

disproportionately skewed toward Regions 2 and 3, Rural geographies, Non-Exclusive 
Retail Masters and c-stores with gasoline sales. 


-SALEM MONEraFF- 

STORE PROFILE 

WEEK ENDING 6/8/95 


SALEM sen 

SALEM MONEY-OFF 

OF C-STORES 



18% 

^2% 

PBjCH 




1 

89 

?0% 

16% 

2 

131 

29% 

22% 

a 

93 

28% 

21% 

4 

108 

20% 

23% 

S 

60 

4% 

17% 

F€TM. MASTERS STATUS 




Non Mast«r 

loa 

35% 

33% 

.Sen Exdu«lv« RM 

85 

61% 

53% 

Exduslv* RM 

94 

4% 

14% 

OKCfVJW 




Rural 

86 

29% 

22% 

Subutbon 

99 

48% 

48% 

Utb^n 

99 

24% 

30% 





erWn 

101 

7S% 

75% 

lr>depar>deot 

94 

25% 

25% 

St<x« Slz* 




Small 

101 

62% 

62% 

Luo* 

96 

3d% 

33% 

SalftO** 





95 

12% 

17% 

y** 

100 

88% 

63% 


/.«. WhfiB 29% of with SAiem money-off wef* Ih Region 2, orfy 22% of ^ 

oftw a-eus/ee wert In Region S. 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/lrcy0004 
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• EXuing die latest four weeks, Marlboro's average pack price gap with the Lowest 
Discount brand was at 600. However, 650 and 500 were the two most frequently 
occurring price gaps points in c-stores. 

MARLBORO VS LOWEST DISCOUNT BRAND PRICE GAP 
C-STORES 



• In c-stores with a higher than average price gap (Marlboro less Lowest Discount >700), 
Marlboro’s share is somewhat underdeveloped (34%). Tliese stores are skewed somewhat 
toward Region 5 and Non Retail Masters. In c-stores witli a below average price gap, 
Marlboro has an above average share (40%). Tliese stores are skewed toward Exclusive 
Retail Masters and Urban Geographies, 



PRICE GAP (MARLBORO VS LOWEST DISCOUNT) 
STORE PROFILE 

4 WEEKS ENDING 6/3/95 





HIGH (> 70e1 

INDUSTRY AVQ 

% C-STORES 

33% 

38% 


100% 

IWiRLBORO StWfE 

40% 

36% 

34% 

36% 

REGION 

1 

20% 

17% 

13% 

17% 

2 

19% 

26% 

26% 

23% 

3 

23% 

£0% 

22% 

21 % 

4 

22% 

26% 

16% 

23% 

5 

15% 

13% 

21 % 

1 7% 

I RETAIL MASTERS STATUS 

Non Master 

22% 

33% I 

37% 

32% 

Non Exolu&iv* RM 

53% 

55% 

57% 

53% 

Exclusive RM 

1 26% 

ZJ 

6% 

15% 

loBCGFm^ 

Rural 

17% 

24% 

20% 

21% 

Suburban 

42% 

58% 

50% 

48% 

Urban 

1 *1 % 

HI 

29% 

31% 

OWER 1 

Chain 

74% 

77% 

84% 

75% 

lndepond«nf 

27% 

24% 

17% 

25% 

Store Size 

Small 

59% 

59% 

65% 

62% 

Large 

41 % 

42% 

35% 

36% 

Se[l& 3as 


18% 

10% 

1 7% 

16% 

Y« 

32% 

d0% 

83% 

64% 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/lrcy0004 
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Distribution: 

R. Anise 

E. Gawronski 

J. Margolis 

S. Rush 

M Anton 

E. Gee 

P. McCarthy 

T. Saloun 

V. Barrus 

A. Goldfarb 

K. McEncroe 

J. Sansone 

D. Beran 

M. Gordon 

T. McGovern 

M. Salzman 

D. Berenson 

J. Greene 

S. Medakkar 

R. Sannento 

G. Bible 

H, Harwood 

R. Mikulay 

M. Schroeder 

G. Blumenson 

K. Huray 

D. Moore 

B. Schuyler 

J. Bonhomme 

A, Hyland 

J. Morgan 

A Schwai'tz 

B. Bums 

J. Intogna 

J. Mortensen 

B. Shalt 

J. Chaump 

C.Johnson 

D. Murphy 

A Sinha 

N. Conrad 

L. Johnson 

M. Murphy 

M. Slone 

J. deC astro 

D. Keane 

J. Nelson 

J. Stcere 

D. Device 

L. Larkins 

E. Ng 

D. Sti'cng 

P. Dodd 

T. Lauingcr 

S. Opengait 

N. Suter 

J. Dwyer 

K. Leger 

A Padoan 

M. Szymanezyk 

C. Enger 

N. Ellis 

S. LeVan 

P. Paoli 

L. Tlteaman 

C. Levy 

K. Pai-k 

J. Turner 

G. Fawcett 

A. Lewis 

S. Patel 

R. Weiner 

P. Fernandez 

J. Lichtman 

B. PiccoHno 

B. Weinsteut 

R. Ferrin 

H, Long 

S. PLskor 

L. Wexler 

S. Fuller 

N. Lund 

M. Plaiteter 

R, Whalen 

L. Funess 

M. Mahan 

L. Poole 

B. Whitehurst 


D. Potter 

S. Rafferty 

T. Resman 

J. Whitson 

K. Winkler 


Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/lrcy0004 






